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" "The Effecu of leferent Teacher Prompting
Techniques -on Pypil Success in Decoding for ligh and
Low Level Readers During Oral Reading" =~ . '

Pamela R..Terry and Darla A. Cohen

)

. Previous research has indicated that teachers'spend the majority of their
time on word recognition skills during periods of, reading instruction (Quirk,
‘et al;,'1974), but. little is known about the specific teacher behaviors used

ot

g teach such skills. Studiés that have investigated boginning reading instruc-
tionz;;och as’the First érade-Studies of Bond &'Dykstrd_(1967) and work with the
:mentally.fetarded (WoodcocE\aod Dunn, 1967) have-oftéh'begun with the assumption
that teacher behaviors and reading methods could be treated as.a single dimension
-and"discovéred later thot such an assumpfion'was unwarraniod.- fcachefs using
tho same gorrioular materials and methods stilllha;e.éhoWn wide variation in the
' monner in which'reoding instruction is carried'out.
A g*eat deal of 1nterest has recently been focused on the tvpes of nupll
*  errors or miscues made durlng oral reading (Goodman & Burke, 1972). Several
studies of bvegin'ning 'roodiog have fouod thaﬁﬂchildron; seem to make diffcfont
ﬁinds of miscueo ot.diffe?ont_staées orllevelo of the roading proceos (Bafr,
1975; Biemiller, 1970; Coﬁen, 1975; Webor, 1970 a § S). None of theso“sﬁudioo,_
however,-has specificdliy looked at £he role.played by fhe teache;,in’rcsﬁondiog

. to (or ignoring) ch11dre:’f~fziiﬂfféglng—m.

Althnugh'somé'ﬁi;’orgue agalnst prompting or respondlng to a ch11d's miscues

(Goodman, 1965),. knowledgeable teacher responses to some reading miscues can

CS.

be very ubeful in assisting children, espec1a11v the m11d1y handlcapped in the

reading process (Cohen, 1975; Levitt, 1972f Lynch and Fpsteln, 1974).
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The focus of thlS study was on tencher prompting behavior durlnp oral

N

K

readiz?,with a specif1Cv1nterest in see1ng whether or not teaehers dlffercntlate

betweén th: kinds of prompts or cues'they give to more advanced as opposed to

‘less ‘advanced readers. There was also interest in finding out the differential

success rates of these children in figuring:out unknown words as a result of

. ‘2 ) ) .
receiving such teacher prompts, . . P

Thus, the purpose of this study was to.compare the type and also the e
, purp Y P P 0. -

e

success rate of teacher responées (or prompts) given to low level readers with

the type and success rate of prompts given to high level readers. It was

.,pred1cted that the type of prompt given to low level readcrs would be 51pn1f1cant1y

different from the type of prompt given to h1gh level readers. A»second hypoth051s

" was that the prompts~given more frequently to the high level rcaders would be

0

more successful with that group than with the low level readers and vice versa.

v

S ) - Method . : R A "_ '
Subjects I . ’ . ‘ ;,//7”*f////if/’
The subJects were 19 special edEiafrgnfpre»sefﬁfgezgeaehers who were

e

participating in a pra 'emm’fGEGg;ng on teaching reading to the mildly handi-

o

Each .pre-service trainee was‘paired with a single pupil and worked’
with that pupil for the duration'of éne 6 month tutoring program.' All pupils

were drawn from regular and special education classes in the public schools.

'Crlterla for admission-into the tutorlng program were as follows: second and

th1rd grade puplls had to be reading at. 1east one year below grade 1eve1 and

- fourth, fifth and sixth grade punils at least two years below grade level.

%

.Priority was given to pupils -having difficulty in word recognition;-in word

ana1y51s skills and in using funct10na1 decoding stratcgles durlng ‘oral reading

of continuous text. Table 1 shows demographlc 1nformat10n on a11 puplls
— :

part1c1pat1ng in this study
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A}l tcajher'tralnees received instruction with a module QQ51gncd to

:incr'asc spgcific teacher behaviors during'oral rcaéing. Thc/general purposc of

rules and in spec1f1c recommended bchav1ors to usé when rcspondlng to pup11
o/ miscues/in oral rcadlng. The module has the followin} ochctlvcs

// :- . Prompt to respond.to‘only those miscues that ghangc the mcaning of
. . " . ) . /

/ ' " what is being read. . ' : /
. /

! .'-Analysls Attentlon, Pqttcrn, Ph0n1cs, or Context.

2. Use the follow1np prompts when rcspondlng t9 a pup11 miscue: Structural,

®

These suggested teacher hchaviprs were derivet fro¢ fic d/clservations (Epstein
/ ” T . —— ST . R
nd Lynch, 1974), studies of r?ag;gg/s%rﬁfﬁgiés of handicapped and poor readers )
Cofren, 1975; Levitt, 1972) and /Minicourse 18: Teaching Reading

(Biemiller, 1970;

s'Decodinp (Ward and Skailand, 1973). At the time thls data was gathered

’

most of the teqcher tralnces had rcachcd a criterion lcvel of gcneratlng thosc

rccommend ed behav1ors and cmploycd them more often than other dysfunctlonal

L i

strategies.

_The readlng futorlng program was coaducted after school houns in a laboratory
CIassroom Each Chlld was tutored. for one bour twice a wcek Each of these o -
sessions con51stcd of a 15 minute oral readlng lesson, during whlch the pupll

-

read.from a continuous text and was'interrupted or prompted by the_tutor on

.
&~

the basis of the partlcular miscue made. The rcmainder of the time was spent
on instruction in .specific word recognltlon and comprchen51on skills 1nd1cated
: ‘as - necessary by dlagnostlc test results.' A11 puplls recad materlals approx1matcly K
oae grade level above their 1nstruct10na1 lcvel S0 that a suff1c1ent number of
N . miscues requlrlng promptlng would occur: ‘Thc total number of words read

per lesson varied depending upon the ch11d's level and rate, but all puplls

c were'readlng with an error rate of apprqx;mately 106. o -

o _ ¢ A ' Ky}
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' A}
Matorials . -0
The rcadlng materials uscd by the puplls were takcn from thc New Open T

o

e, nghw YSs. Scrlcs (Johnson.et al., 1974) and Llpplncott s Basic. Reﬂdlng (HcCrncken
/

e
et al., 1963) T“c of the children wc;c reading below the lcﬁcls of the above

.,/.

P . '

matcrlals so they w~ere placcd/iﬁ”the Monster Books (Blance, ct al., 1973) and
_/ '_ * e

the Holt Qatelllfb books (Applebaum, S. et al., 1973). The mean grade level

//_,/
el

<" of the books rcad by Group one (low readers) was 2.57 and the medn level of the

booké read by Group_tyo (high rcadcrg) was 3.91. Tor all the lessons analyzed,
all children were reading in the same book with the exception|of those children

. - : . . { . .
recading in the Monster Books and Satellite books. Due to.the nature of these

’

two series, the children changed‘ﬁboks but remained at the same level,

R o 2 s

' Observation/System' )
| The Qrai Reading Observatioﬁ System (OROS) (Brady, Lyﬁch"Cohcn, 1976) was -7
used fo.ﬁdde all fhe orallrcadingviessons conducted. Thls is-a” lTow 1ﬁfcrcncc
observation system contextually speclflc to.oral readlng \It dlscrlmlnﬁtcs s
between pup11 miscues, tpachcr proTptlng behav;ors and pupil responses to

' those pfompting‘behaviors.. Fbr the puéposes of this study the following'ten'

categorlcs of teacher prompts and two categorlcs of pup11 responses tc prompts

o

were used
1. (31) Letﬁer Name Prompts
2. }32j Speliing :
3. (33),Strucﬁura1

4. (34) Attention
5. (41) Isolated Sounds
6. (42) Sound Out Word -

e

7. (44 Pattcrﬁs (Word Familiesj




o ol

T

/ : . ’
_-8+~7(45) Sounds Within Words/Phonics Rules
9. (51) Word‘hkaning . '
30. (52) Context C - . E

Y e m em e s T M 0 e BN b M G hm P W0 b e ER P G s NP BR G G TE G S e P Gk T e G e e e e N e WS e v S e N b m S W e e N N T e T s N e me e

11, (62) Pupil Correct Response to Prompt
12. (64) Pupil Exact Text Word Response /after Prompt

(For complete“definitions of the OROS categories see Appendix A). | M’,"

- Four coders were trained at the beginning of ﬁhé'tytoring project with
simulated and live tapes of oral reading iessons and were given periodic
. . : . P ] S ’
maintenance checks throughout the' year, On a.simulated tape used forthe

- a—— Vo “

maintenance §heck"ﬁéafest the time of this study, the mean percentage of

w/wagfééﬁent with the criterion was .82 (range .75 to .83) and the mean intracoder
agreement was 386;(ran§e .85 to .87). Coefficients -eported are Flander's

‘modification of Scott's phi corrected for chance agreement (Frick § Semmel, 1974).

'Experiménfai Procedures
‘There wefé 19'thtcr-pupi1 bairs.pérticipating in the’study. Re#ding level
? was determined by computing-the readabili;y of the book the pupil was reading in
| ’ at‘the‘time of the;étﬁdyu The mean of thisigeading lével $cdfe and the pupil';’
post—teét total reading sco;é on the Woddcock:Readiﬁg MaSterf Tests was:used. “
to r;nkﬁofder the pairs. * The pupils ‘.ere then_dividiéd'at'the median into-two:
‘groups, high and.low leyél readers. Thé'mean'Searéwfdé‘grb;p”bné (loﬁ-leéel)

was 2.24 (range 1.1 to 3.3) and the mean scofe_for grou? twe (High level) was
. .

3.77 (range 3.3 to 4.9). .

i
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. the numher of times the pupil responded to those prompts with ﬁhe exact, text werd.

6 .

Thc oral rcndlng observation dntn collected from four conscchlvc lessons

during the last thrc- wecoeks of the tutorlng program wcrc collapsed.  Since
- 'f.

both groups were réading for 15 minutcs with_a 10% error rate, the low level
recaders produced a lower fiequency of miscues than the high lével readers,
Duc to this varimtion in the number of opportunities cach tutor had to respond

to miscues, and conscqucntly in thc number of prompts generated,. all frequency
data conccrnlng teacher pronpts and succcss rates were converted into pcr;entnpos.
‘The percentage of time each prompt occurrcd was dctcrmlncd by the total

~

number of allfteacher 1nterrupt10ns divided by thc numbcr of times each

individual - prompt category océ;%rcd. (Teacher management and feedback prompts;

. were not considered in this study although they Werb included in the total

number, of p-ompts gencrated.) The-percentagc of correct responses was determined
by the number of tlmes a partlcular prompt occurred divided by thc numier of

¢

t1mes the pupil respondcd to those prompts w1th a correct rcsponsc but was
not wble to provide the exaCt fext'word The perccntage of cxact word rcqponses
Was determlned by the numbcr of times a particular prompt was glven, d1v1dcd by

The design Qas a repeated measures analysis of variance. The two levels
of'groups Qere high and low lével regders. The %ﬁslysis comparéd tﬁe.same_
subJects over 1( dlfferent promptlng caéegorles. The groﬁb sizes were unequal
(9 low and 10 *igh) but the AVOVA program used to analyze the datc adjuqts
for unequal numbers of subJect§, therefore all-data was analysz. Tukey's

tests were run on all possible pairwise comparisons of prompts as.well as
- : . . . '

comparing both groups of readersvdh 2ach individuéi.categofy of prompt.

v
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expected as the tutors had been 1nstructed to deUHt the difiicult

S F(1,17) = 5:34, P<.03, to teacher prompts. Thc readers) %n the “igher group

Results and Discussion \

o W

As seen in Table 2, there was no significant ditference betheen groups

" in the overall percentage of time teacher prompts occurred. This\was to be

of the

reading material $0 as to maintain an approximate miscue rate. This\result shows

T that the 10% miscue rate did provide a consistent opportunity for pr:h)tingf

children recading at higher as well as lower reading levels.
The analysis of variance showed a highly significant prompt effect,
F(9, 153) = 36.55, p<. .0000, indicating that the ten categories of teacher

9 . R L
prompts did not occur equally often. It can.be se:n, in Figure 1, that some

types of prompts accounted for a much higher percentage of total prompts than’

‘others. The.tutors-of both groups of readers were clearly concentrating their-

vprompting efforts on the five suggested prompting categories -- in frequency of

occurrence, structural (33), ,ontext (52), attention (34), phonics (45), and pdttern
(44) prompts -- to the virtua: exclusion of ‘other less efficient prompting catejories.
In examining success rate, there was a 51gnié}cont group effect for~

A\
both correct reSponses F(1, 17) 78,‘p< 04, and exect word responsc§

S, -

were more likelv than those in the lower gro ) to determine the desired text
word following a teacher rrompt. ;
There was also a significant prompt effect when examining success rate)’

both for correct responses and exact word responses. F(9 153) = 6.23, p<.0000,

wand.F(9,153) 9.13, p<. 0000 respectively Thus, some prompt% had a much

higher likelihood of resulting in pupil decoding success than. others

N



Specifically, attention prompts (34) and structural prompts resulted il the

highest success rates.
c When considering success rate, there was, however, no group by prompt
category interaction,’ indicating that the high and low level readers in
+ $his study d1d not dlffcr greatly in Whlch prompting‘:ateporles they found to
be successful or unsuccessful clues to decoding.
A ma?or finding of interest was the highly significant interactien
“betwecn‘groups and categories of prompts in the percentage of time teacher
Aprompts occurred, F(9, i53) = S.Oi p €.0000. Although children in both the

" higher and lower groups received -the five rccommended prompts more oftén

\

\ thqn the other five .prompts avallab‘e, each group had different rink orders
s

of the percentage of time the five prompts occurred. Therefore, it scems

1

eV1dent that tnachers do dlfferentlate the patt.ern of prompts they glve to

chlldren at dlfferent levelq of readlng skill by emphasizing ccrtaln prompts
\
with low readers and other prompts with high-level readers.' The first:

hypothe“is was, thus, supported.

Although, as seen in Figure 1, both high level and low level readers
? ; ' : .
° received equally high percentages of structural (33) prompts, therc were

slgnlflcant d15crepanc1es between the groups in the percentakes of attention
3

(34), context (52), and pattern 44) prompts given, In .order to compare the

high and low groups of readers on individual prompts, post-hoc Tukey's ccmpar-

B

isons were run. Rosults of the tests showed that the hlgher level readers

recelved 51gn1f1cant1y greater percentages of attention prompts, q (18) =

-7.756, p'(.q///compared to the lower-level readers. There was also a cor-

reSponding 1screpancy between the groups in the children's success rates

follow1 g attentlon prompts. When children in the lower group were given

atse{tlon prompts, they were far less likely than those in the higher group

e

y

10
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prompts, there was no correspondi

to be able to figure out the unknown word. 1n spite of this, attention prompts
still accounted for the most successtful rvesponses for the lower group. The

better readers participating in the tutoring program not only received sipnil-

icantly preater percentages ol attention prompts from their tutors, but they

@lso were significantly more successful in decoding the exact text word
following attention prompts q (18) = -4.821, p .01, This result pives .

partial support to the sccond hypothesis that the groups would show signifi-

cantly different success rates for those prompts which were given significantly

",
, NI
more often to one group than to the other. RN

An éxplanation offered to account fo; this result ié thn? {hc beftcr
readers may have become sufficiently familiar wiih the information imparted
through tcgzhcr prompts so that a mere indication by the teacher to attend to
the word was adequate information for them to run through word attack strategies
until fhcy could.dCGOdc the exact text word. The lowcf‘group of rcndcrs; on

.

v L : . . .
the other hand, was not able to usc attention cues in this manner. They scemed

to require more specific types of information in order to decode an iinknown.word.

Attention prompts were, however, the only category of prompt for which the

;

groups had significantly different/success rates. In spite of the fact that

the lower group of readers reccivell significantly greater percentages of context

g difference between groups in success rate

fi

following context prompts. Thus the second hypothesis was not fully suppo-ted.

The lower group of readers received significantly higher percentages of

both pattern (44) prompts and context (52) prompts with respective q values of

q (18) = 5.078, p .01 and q (18) = 8.92%, p .01. Tlare were no significant

. " . TR
differences between groups, however, in the success rates the children had

"

il

(52
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Qhen»rcsponding to pattorn’and contoxt prompts with elthoer corvect (althouph

not oxn t) nnﬁwors Or exict text words,

/ The tuters, thus, gave the lower readers a highor porceﬁtuno of
structural and contoxt prompts than thoy pove to the higher readers, even
though both groups had cqual success rates using such prompts. The fact
that the lower group of rcaders received greater percentages of context

. prompts seemed surprising at first, as it had been anticipated that teachers
would be more likely to draw botkcr reader's attention to meaning, while
concentrating ﬁofc on grﬁphcmic or phonlc analysis skills with the lower

_group of readers. -

The réaéon th context cues accountced for the highest percentage of
prompts recceived by the lowcf readers may be that these readers do not have
sufficient prerequisite EBiLls to take advantage of prompts fclnting to
Spccific_phonic rules or other prompts requiripg some ﬁinima; knowledge
‘ff" base. In fact,_the highcr groqp,wﬁs ;igp}ficaxtly more successful in
3; | responding cprrectly to pattern isolafcd sounds and phonic rules prompts.

Conte*t prompts, 6n the other hand, constitute a familiar strategy for
the lower readers, having been previously available for usc with oral language
dev: lopment. Thc.ﬁighcr level rcaders,'an the other hand, can usec context
. prompts with good suc:ess rates and, in addition, have mastcr;d other reading
strategics to an extent where they can succeed in decoding unkﬁown words with
a siaple reminder in the form of an attention prompt. .
In summary, the major findings of this study were:
1. Teachers are able to differentiate the types of prompts they give
most frcquqntly to high qnd.low lcve; rcaders. In this study the teach
gave significantly higher percentages of context and paftern prompts t

the low readers while giving significantly higher percentages of

attentiof” prompts to the high readers.

J;BJ!;‘ A id
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The success rate of children deceding a woid.fdlldwing a particular
teacher prompt varies with their reading skill level. Better readers

are able to show more success w%tﬁ a wider variety of teacher,promﬁ§3.
. ArE 0 !

Two of the recommendedvpromptsﬂ—/attention and structural - resulted ;

A e~ i - . . \

JR- ) . L

in the h‘ighes'c.succcles‘s_ rates for both groups. The higher level

readers were significantly more successful in decoding unknown words

o

using phonics rules and pattern prompts.

. -

Teachers who are trained in the use of a wide variety of teacher

prohpting behaviors are able to use different patterns of prompting
behaviors with children showing higher and lower levels of reading
skills. -This implies that if feachers”are given training in a

/

repertorie of prompting behaviors (instead of relying on the overused

and relatively unsuccessful "sound .it out" prompt) they have the
y u : _ L promp .

‘ . : . . I . .
ability to adjust their prompts to the changing needs of the pupils.

Thus, teacher prompting behaviors can be pééd as an efficient and

'éuccéssful,means of helping children with reading diffidqlties

master complex reading strategies. . ‘
f = | |
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Figure 1, The occurrence (in percent) of ten'catégories of teacher prompts
"~ given to high and 1oy Broups of readers, o L ‘
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Categories ' ' : _ .
Key: 31 = Letter name Prompts . 42 = Sound out word
32 = Spelling - 44 ='Patterns-(Word families) .
33 = Structura - 45.= Soundg within words/phohics_rules o .
34 = Attentipn - ' S1 =-Wbrd'meaning C ' i
41 = Isolated sounds’ ., - 52 = Context . - §& . ;f B
. ‘ Groqp~17(in black) = low levelu}egders; Group_Z (in whité) = high level_:éaders ' ﬁ;;;k
. . , o SR 16 .




Tablc 1 . T

Pupll DemPgrnphlc Infornatlon
in Ra7k Order by Group

I

. . . / o . . - >
. o ; . . ) B
Tutor/Pupil# Age at  Sex Grade Total Book - Readibility* X Scorc**.
' - time of / Reading level ‘ -
study _ o ¥ Woodcock. S

{7 ¥ Sedre

Group 1 . o /
-1 10.9 Mo 3 1.4 1c¢ ( .8) 1.1
2 12.6° M . {6 1.7 H oSy (1.0) 1.3
3 8.5 M2 1.7 MIB. (1.0) 1.3
4 8.8 F .2 2.0 - 2B (2.0) N
5 8.7 F. .2 2.3° " 2B (2.0) 2.1
6 g.11 M 3 2.9 4.0 (3.2) 3.0
7 8.2 F 72 2.8 . 4.0 (3.2) 3.0
i, 8 9.4 M. 3, < 3.0 . 4.0 (3.2 3.1
-9 - 9.6 M 3 2.7 4.0 (4.0) 3.3
- Group 2
10 9.5 . F 3. 3.4 4.0 (3.2). 3.3
11 '10.4 M3 3.6 3.0 - (3.0) 3.3
g 12 8.3 ..M i 2" 3.9 4.0 (3.2) 3.5
13 - 9.9 M- 3 3.6 4.0 (3.2) 3.5
14 9.4 . M 2 3.4 4.0 (3.2) 3.7
15 9.11. . M 4 3.4 I (4.0) 3.7
16 13.3 M 6. 3.5 I 4.0 - 3.7
17 8.1 M 3. 3.6 ¢ I 4.0« 3.8
18 9.8 F 3 3.6 J 5.0 4.3
19 9.7 - M 4 4.9 J 5.0 4.9
o : . _ 8 )
~ I = Lippincott level I . ‘ ' g . E
~J = Lippincott lgveI-J
MB = Monster qukg ,
1S = Holt Satellite _ ' L  ' S

These levels: were computcd u51ng the larris and Jacobson's rcadablllty
formulas 1 and 2.

f*i'Scorq)based gn total reading'and readability level.

»
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, - Table 2 - :
v\.. o ) \:g..\
_ .~ Analysis of Variance Results for Percents of :
All PromptvCategories,'Correct Responses and Exact Word Responses S
Variable Source MS . Df . FRatic X P
Groups 694 .070 .7901
. Error (G) £9.028 17. , e '
% of Tortal Promnts 815,307 9. . 36.554 .0000*
Prompts * GP 111.785 a, 5.012 . .0000*
o - Error (P) 22.304 - 153, -
Groups © 821.053 - 1. 4.784 0409
o . ‘ Error (G) 171.612 : 17, BRI o
K %-Cbrrectz " Prompts - -981.312 o Q. 6,227 .0000*
" ‘Responses GP 193.125 9. . 1.225 .2826,
— ' Error (P) 157,597 183. " ;
Groups  1794.182 S 5.343 - . .0319%
- Error (6)  335.830 © .17, T - ‘
% Exact - Prompts . 3791.755 9% 927 .0000*
Word  opt T 379.003 - 9. 7 To12 . .5167
Responses - cError (P «y15.407 - 153.° .
L : - : _ SRR |
“*p significant at * .05 level wg o 3
o Table 4 - )
JTrial-Means and[Gfddgpﬁy Trial Means _
for Percent of Occurrance of A1l Prompts
. . '. . T . . "C" - e -
Prompt 32 .33 | 34 | 41 42 (a4 [ 45 [s1 52 °
X. . 681'19.68[12.42]. 3.3¢[ . .05 7.10 8.8 2.73{14.57
ra v B | .
Gl ° :66/18.111 . 8.0 | 3.29 o [10.0 [ 7.44] 2.22] 19,6 -
G2 70/ 21.10{16.4 | 3:50 _1g 4.5 110.20] 3.20/ 10.00
e .
18 o
S . . o
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| | - %7 Table 3 L
" Means and Standard Deviations for Percents of Prompts./ _
‘Correct Responses and Exact Word Responses for ‘all S5 by Group

.
- Prompt ) Percent ‘ Correct\ReSbonsef Exact Word
| : 6L G2 . Gl G2°° - 61 . G2
31 X© . 2.555 ° 3.400 0 2,500 - 26,777 ,.  24.100
x  SD ©(1.509) . (2.914) 0 (7.906)  (32.733)"  (23.858)
32 X 666 700 0 ' '3.300 - 11.555 23.100
. SD . -(1.414)  (1.252) .0 . (10.436)  (24.820)  (41.30%)
| 114) | - | ° 41.305
33 X .. 18.111 21.100  18.444 24,500 . 30.111 :  38.600
. SD (9.400)  (6.208)  (9.888)  (11.636)  (8.343)  (16.119)
‘34 X . - 8.000 16.400 . - .222  .700 - 33.555 = 56.100 -
. s (4.770)  (6.433) (.667)  (1.494). (11.348)° (10.203)
41 X © 3.222  3.500  .3.111  14.000°  28.666.  31.900
SD (3.346),  (4.353).  (6.353)  (20.656)  (28.777)  (22.368). -
42X - ~o- . .00 0 - 0 0 9.900-
SD o . .36 0 . . .0 S0 (31.307)
| 44 X -10.000° _ 4.500 .  8:11 23,800 - 42,333 45,100
s 'SD. . (5.025)  (3.171) .. (11.868)  (22.039)  (34.491) ~ (28.696)
a5 .X 7.444 . 10.200.  2.222 ° 11.900  35.000 - 36.700
T sD . (3.972)  (5.029)  (3.346)  (16.623) - (9.573)  (22.386) "
N - * B 5 . ) . . ;.- N ) v X . ) \ . . ) L.
.81 X ©2.222°  3.200  12.333 . . 7.500 - 41,777  25.700
. .sD (1.394)  (3.327) . (32.741) - (12.938) - (39.912) ~ (25.082)
52 X - 19.666 10,0000 ° 10.222 = 8.300  37.333 s 35,600
SD (6.305)  (7.513) - (5.974) (9.758) ' (15.516)  (22.555)-

Column.qu: G, = Group 1 --.lower reading level.

G,.= Group 2 -- higher readinp level.
‘Row Key: -~ 31 ;'Lettef”hamé prompts . 42 = Sound out word
' a . 32 = Spelling o 44 = Patterns (Word families)
i 33 = Structural - " : .-45 = Sounds within wordsL/I'
34 = Attention o L phonics rules ‘
- 41 = Isolated sounds g 51 = Word meaning
B . .52 = Context
"o Ll
: °
< 1 9 \ ) X ,
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.- Appendix A
Codes and Definitions of All ORQS Categories -
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Category 1: Targét/@upil:' Exact Oral Reading .
\» . '\_/' \\ . -
. . ) \‘ .
Categdry 2! Target Pupil: Miscues .
21 Meaning Ch1nge ' - _ .0 No Response/bon't Know .
22 No/Low Mcanlng Changc ' b Sounding or Naming Letter(s).
- - - 0 7 2 No/low. Similarity .
: B ' g _ 3 High lellarxty :
_ 4 Dialcct Based
_ _5 Insertion/Omission
. Category 3 : Teacher: Look Prompts o
’ 31 Letter Name(s) e _ -1 Dircet . Co
32 Spelling o 2 Indirect '
33 Structural - ’ ~ :
34_ Attention 5
Chgggbry;4___;' Teacher: Sound'Prompts ‘
41 Isolated Sounds co ] Dirc¢£r4
42 - - Sound Out Hord S _ _2 Indirect
43 - Unnatural Stress- o .
44__.Patte1n : : - '
" 45 Sounds Within Words/Phonlcs Rulcs TR ; -
Category 5_;uj Teacher: Meanlng Prompts e R ' R
v f'51__ Word Meaniny o ) t;t_l 'niyﬁct-
52" Context 3 o - . _2 Indirect
Category 6 ': Puhil: Answcrs to Plompts
GIfjJIucorrcct Ancwel/hord
62" - Correct, Alswer S
63 Sclf-Correction T
64 . Exact W01d/Mcan1n5fu1 MlSCUC
" 65 'Non -target Pup11 Prompts/Answers
'Cdtegory 7: Teacher: -Feedback and Managemeht.
71 Positive Feedback .
72 . Negative Fcedb1ck ‘
73 Managenent -
74 Turns-<to Another P'upil ' o
[Lategory 8: Teacher:. Telling i — o
Category 9: Non-Oral Réaaing/Other S ,

Figure 1.

The Oral'Réading{Obseryatioh System Categories: Full Version
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- 4 Category .3l - Letter Name(s) Teacher’ Prompts. The teacher namnes,
: ( or asksi the pupil to name, a’ letter (or several
l°ttcrs) W1th1n the text word or miscue.

Category 311 - Letter Name (s) Teacher Prompts. The teacher:

names a letter (or several letters) w1th1n the
text word or miscue.

(.

3

Category 312 —‘Letter Namc(s)~Teacher Prompts. The teacher
S asks the pupil to name a letter (or several
. letters) within the text word or asks if a
letter appears in it.

Category 32-- Spelling Teacher Prompts : The teacher spellq or
o asks the pup11 to spell the text word or niscue.

Categogy 321 - Spelling Teacher Prompts The teacher spells .
the text word or miscue for the pupll

Categorg 322 - Spelling Teacher Promptb The teacher asks
the pupil to spell the text word or HJSCUL.

Categury 33 - Structural Teacher Prowmts The teacher tells, or

asks the pupil. to tell, about the text word's

. structural components,il e., its syllables, base ‘or
L inflected endlng, or k1nd of word (compound or

‘ o eGntractlon)

.Category 331 - Structural Teacher Prompts,. The teacher tells - ‘

B T the pupil one or more sleables of the text
' e ‘word,, 1ts_base_or inflecred ending, or what
kind of compound or controction it is.

oot

C

. : Categorg 3%1?; Structural Teacher Prompts. The teacher simvly
. - asks the pupil to6 tell a syllable of the text
word or its base or inflected ending or tells

thie pupil the word has more than 1. syllable or'
‘is a compound or contraction.

B Lateyory 34 - Attentlon Teacher Prompts The -teacher focuses the

o» pupll‘s visual attention ‘on all oi a text. word
Category 341 - Attentlon Teacher Prompts. The. teacher fOCLseS i
the, pupil’ s visual attentlon on all of a text
K v word. ' o S
_ //ﬁﬁ -

Category 41 - Isolated Sounds Teacher Prompts "The teacher says,
or asks the pupil to say, the sound for a letter(s)
in the text word or miscue in 1solat10n

5 H
r
[

, Category 411 - Isolated Sounds Teacher Prompts. The teacher .
" . :says 1n isolation the sound for a letter(s) in
< the text word or miscue.
5 22
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Definitions of All OROS Catcgories

Th1< Apppnde lists the definitions of dll the Lntcg011cs

in OROS for casy 1cfﬁrcncc vhcncvcr you" have a question about a

i

code. All catcgorlcs are defined in thc same .order as they

appear in this manual. Ttalicized definitions refer to codes

which only ahpcar in the Full chsion of OROS." 1f you learned

OROSZS sklp thoxc dcflnltlon\ in 1td11C< If vou learncd the
full vc151on of OROS, all definitions apply.

Category 1. The pupil hhom the LCAChCF has asked to read is
recading words in the story exactly as they appear.

Category 21. The pupil's miscuc changcs the intended mc&nxng of ’

the fcntcncc

Category 22. The ‘pupil's miscuc Lhanxc“ the intended meaming of
2O EER0VY c-

the qcntonrc slightly or not at all, -

o

Category 210. " The pupil doesn' tfattﬂnmt the text word at all
o © by stopping roadlnq or sxging he doesn't know
) the word. . -
Category 211. The pupil makes an 1¢ojatnd sounda fér ~ne or
: e " more letters in the text ward ("buh-4-tuh" Ffor
.BAT) or names one or more letters in the text
word ("BfA;T" for pBAT)." - 'a‘//

"

0

Category 2.2. The pupil subqtltutes a. word that haq less than
hhalf of the letters in the text word. >

Categoru 2 3. The pupll subthtutes .a word that has. at least

half of its letters the same as lettezs 1n the
_text word. :

t.

Catégory 224. 'The pupiil's miscue occurs bocauso he is translatlng
’ text gzammar or MOLdS into his jown language
. . l

RN

Categyory 2 5. The pupil omits a wopd Wthh lo in Lhe text or

inserts a word not in the text. _ '
. Category 31. The teacher names, or asks the pupil to ndme a .
o letter {(or sevcral letters) w1th1n the text word or
- miscue. : o .

O
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Category 412 - Isolated Sounds Teacher Prompts> The ~acher
asks the pupil to say ir 1solatlcn the scund for
a leLter(s) in the text word or miscue.

Category 42 - Sound Out -Word Teacher Prompts. The teacher sounds
out, or asks the pupil to sound out, all or most
oi the text word by saylng an 1solated sound for
‘each letter.

Category 421 - Sound Out Word Teacher Prompts. The teacher
) ] sounds out &ll or most of the text word by
' / © saving an isolated sound for each letter.

’

Categoryﬁ422 - Sound Out Word Teacher Prompts. The teacher
o asks the pupil to souud out 11 or most of thre
\ © text word by saying an isolated sound for each
\ letter.
| ,
Categorz 43 W Unnatural Stress Teacher Prompts. The teacher says
' in isolation the beginning consonant(s) of the text
"word but says the.rest of the text word in a natural
manner.
Category 431 - Unnatural Stress Tlacher Prompts. The teacher
+ says in isolation -the beg1nn1ng consonant(s)
of the text word but says the rest of it in a
_ natural manner. i
- /

Category” 44 - Pattern Teacher Prompfs. The teacher tells, or asks
the pupil to say, a ord which rhymes with the text -
word, (or says a group of letters in itd then’ sub-
stltutcs a consonant from the text word into the
rhymlng word and asks the pupil to say it.

i . .

Category 441 - Pattern Teacher Prompts. The teacher tells the

; pupil a/word ‘which rhymes with the text word or

' ' tells/how to say a group of ietters in'it.

;

Category 442 ~ Pattérn Teacher Prompts. The teacher asks the
_ ] ' pupil to say a word which rhymes Wlth the text
. _ ‘word (or some of the letters) and then sub-

stitutes ‘a consonant from the text word and asks

the pupil to say it.
4§ounds W1th1n Wo.ds Phonics Rules Teacher Prompts.
The teaclier tells, or asks the pupil to tell, what
T, sound(s) the letter(s) in the text word make by b
" saying another word containing the same sound or by
te111ng, or asklng, about a phunlcs rule,

Catcgorz 45 -

ERIC
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Category 451 - Sound§ Within Words, Phonics. Rules Tbgcher Prompts.
: The teacher tells what sound(s! the letter(s) in
the' text word make by saying « word which contains
the same sound or tells a.phonics rule.

Category 452 ffSoundsgwithin Words, Phonics Rules Teacher Prampts.
' . The teacher asks the pupil to.say a word containing
@ same letter(s) as the text word or asks about
a phonics rule. ' .
i Category 51" - Meaning Teacher Prompts. The teacher tells, or asks
- ' the pupil to tell, the meaning of a text word.

[V

Tyl

~‘£ateéor2 511 - Meaning Teacher Prompts. The teacher ines,thc
. ‘meaning of a text word. ’ -

f%ategory 512 - Meaning_TEachér_Prompts. The teacher asks the
e pupil what the meaning of a text word is.
gQCatcgory 52 - Context Teacher Prompts. ‘The tecacher gﬁves, or asks
< the pupil to give, the meaning of the sentence or
A . Story to help the pupil figure out text words.

/
/
i Category 521 - Context Teacher Prompts.. The teacher gives the
S : meaning of the sentence or story to help the
/ pupil figure out a text word. .
Category 522 - Contex:i Teacher Prompts. The teacher asks the
. pupll to use the.nganing of the sentasnce or
story to figure out a text word.
Category 61 - Incorrect Answer/Word. The target pupil in-orrectly
) ~answers a teachey prompt, attempts the text word
unsuccessfully, or says he does not know the answer.
) 'Categgrz 62 - Correct Answer. The target pupil correctly answers
' a teacher prompt without giving the text word or no
~ -a meaning change miscue for. the text word.
Category 63 - Self-Correction. The target pupil, after making a
- miscue,‘correc;s his own miscue with no help from
the teacher or another pupil..
Catcgory 64 - Exact.Word/No'Meanilqgihnngc Miscue. ‘he :arpet
pupil pives the exact text word or a no meaning
change miscue aftcr a teacher or other pupil prompt. . -
Category 65 - Non-Target Pupil Prompts/Answers. A non-target pupil
Ain ‘the reading group either gives information about
‘ _ the word on which the targct pupil has miscued (by
. ] . prompting or telling the word) or answers a teacher
<+ Pprompt. M .
o 25
O ) ~
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Category 71 - lositive Fecdback/Lncouragement. ‘The teacher praises

Category 72

Category 73

Catcgory 74

Catcgory 8

Catcgory 9

- the tacget pupil or cnceurages him to attempt a

word.

Negative Feedback. -The teacher tells the target
pupil that a particular answer or miscuc is incorsect.

Management., The tecacher instructs. the target pupil

to begin reading, . tells him to rcad slowly or -arefully.,
dirccts the pupil where to read, or asks the pupil to
tepeat a sentence because (a) the pupil was not wunder-
stood, (b) the tecacher wants the pupil to rcad the
sentence with no miscues, or (¢) the tcacher wants

the pupil to rcad with more eXpression.

Turns to Another Pupil. ‘The tcacher turis to a non-
target pupil for the answer to a prompt, asks any
non-target pupil to respond or asks the non-target
pupil to help the target pupil. ‘ '

Teacher Telling. The tecacher tells the pupil the
unknown word with a normal pronunciation.

Non-Oral Reading/Other. The tcacher, target pupil,
or non-target pupil is not talking about word rcec-
ognition during oral rcading; there ‘s too much

confusion to code; or the tecachér rcads orally what
the pupil has not attempted. ' ~

b
(o)



